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Weist, Kurt J. (51) 
 
Comment 51-1 
The DEIS states that “[t]he proposed facilities would increase global CO2 emissions by 

about 832,000 tons per year, which is about 0.003% of global emissions resulting from fossil 
fuel combustion.” (DEIS, p, xxi) The DEIS also indicates that the “Rectisol unit” would 
recover an unidentified portion of this carbon dioxide, some of which would be sold to 
specialty gas companies, and the remainder of which “could be sequestrated in the future 
(although no firm plans currently exist.)” (DEIS, p. 2-7) This “CO2 Sequestration” option 
also is shown in the generalized schematic diagram on page 2-4 of the DEIS. 

The DEIS says little about the alternative of CO2 sequestration beyond indicating that 
there are no firm plans today to sequester the carbon dioxide that is separated from the gasses 
prior to Fischer-Tropsch synthesis. Sequestration is not among the “Alternative Dismissed 
from Further Consideration” discussed in Section 2.2.2 of the DEIS, nor should it be. In light 
of the scientific consensus that greenhouse gas emissions must be curbed, where a production 
process already includes recovery of carbon dioxide, it is a shame to see that captured CO2 
vented to the atmosphere rather than permanently sequestered beneath the ground. The DEIS 
should discuss that alternative, and WMPI and the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania should 
vigorously pursue it in order to demonstrate another important technology, reduce the new 
plant’s greenhouse gas emissions, and remove a potential obstacle to replication elsewhere. 

 
Response:  
Estimates of CO2 produced by the proposed facility have been revised. While it was 

previously anticipated that the concentrated CO2 stream would be sold as a byproduct, the 
industrial participant has informed DOE that the commercial sale of the CO2 would not occur 
in the foreseeable future. The possibility of carbon sequestration is discussed in new Section 
5.1.4.  
 

Comments 51-1A 
What is in the “tailings pond” into which two wastewater discharges will be directed? 

Does that pond contain coal refuse or coal ash materials from which metals, sulfate, or other 
pollutants may be released and then enter the underlying mine pool? 

 
Response:  
See the responses to comments 41-20 and 51-6. 
 
Comment 51-2 
Section 3.4.3 of the DEIS (“Mine Pool”) states that “[t]reated wastewater from the 

existing Gilberton Power Plant is discharged to a 6-acre tailings pond in the Mahanoy Creek 
valley. Pond capacity is approximately 156 million gal. Water seeps from the pond into the 
underlying mine pool. Discharge to the pond is regulated by Pennsylvania NPDES industrial 
wastewater discharge permit 278784, issued in 1997.” Section 7.2 of the DEIS (“State 
Requirements”) reiterates some of this information but describes the pond receiving the 
wastewater as an “ash pond” instead of a “tailings pond.” (DEIS, p. 7-5) 



Final:  October 2007 

   
D-447 

In fact, the Gilberton Power Company’s industrial waste discharge is authorized by 
NPDES Permit No. PA0061697, which was issued before 1997, see 27 Pa. Bull. 5282-83 
(October 11, 1997) (proposing renewal of NPDES permit), and which is again before the 
Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Protection (PADEP) for renewal. See 35 Pa. 
Bull. 2421 (April 23, 2005). The notice of the most recent renewal of the NPDES permit 
does not mention a tailings pond and states that “Gilberton Power Company . . . is authorized 
to discharge from a facility located in Mahanoy Township, Schuylkill County to Mahanoy 
Creek.” 30 Pa. Bull. 253 (January 8, 2000) (emphasis added). See also 29 Pa. Bull. 4081 
(proposing “renewal of an NPDES permit to discharge treated wastewater into Mahanoy 
Creek”) (emphasis added). In light of the general objective of preventing water from coming 
in contact with coal ash and coal refuse, it is unclear why PADEP would authorize any 
discharge, particularly a discharge of treated wastewater, into a tailings pond containing coal 
refuse or coal ash. In any event, the Pennsylvania Bulletin notices cited immediately above 
show that PADEP regards a discharge to this particular tailings pond as an indirect discharge 
to Mahanoy Creek, presumably via the Gilberton mine pool. 

 
Response: 
Section 7.2 has been corrected to refer to a “tailings pond” instead of an “ash pond” and 

to correctly identify the NPDES permit number as PA0061697. (The draft EIS listed the 
Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Protection authorization number associated with 
that permit.)  

As the comment notes, the NPDES permit for the Gilberton Power Plant authorizes 
discharge to the creek. However, the operators of the power plant have instead elected to 
discharge to the tailings pond. In effect, the discharge to the tailings pond (which releases 
water to the underlying mine pool) is an indirect discharge to Mahanoy Creek because mine 
pool water is pumped into the creek at Gilberton. 

 
Comment 51-3 
A DEIS must list all federal permits that must be obtained in order to implement the 

proposal. 40 C.F.R. § 1502.25(b). Immediately after discussing the existing, NPDES-
permitted Gilberton Power Company discharge, Section 7.2 of the DEIS states that the 
“[d]ischarge of treated effluent from the proposed facilities would also require an NPDES 
permit issued by [PADEP]. A new set of effluent standards would be established for the new 
facilities.” (DEIS, p.7-5) But WMPI has not applied for, and apparently has no intention of 
applying for, a NPDES permit. It has applied only for a Water Quality Management “Part II” 
Permit (WQM Permit No. 5405201) for “the construction and operation of a new wastewater 
treatment facility to discharge .73 mgd of treated processed wastewater into the Mahony [sic] 
Valley Mine Pool.” 35 Pa. Bull. 1998 (April 2, 2005). 

 
Response: 
DOE expects that a permit would be required for the discharge, as discussed in Section 

7.2. See Sections 2.1.6.2 and 4.1.4.1 for discussions of the application for a Water Quality 
Management Part II Permit and requested NPDES effluent limits that WMPI submitted to the 
Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Protection.  
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Comment 51-4 
As described in the DEIS, however, the treated wastewater from the proposed plant will 

not be discharged directly into the mine pool, but instead into the “tailings pond,” from 
which it will “percolat[e] back to the mine pool.” (DEIS, p. 2-12) The DEIS indicates that the 
tailings pond will receive two discharges associated with the proposed project: one of 
wastewater used in the flotation process by a new or upgraded culm beneficiation plant, and 
the other from the coal-to-liquid fuel plant’s wastewater treatment system. (DEIS, pp. 2-12, 
2-13) Contrary to the figure of .73 million gallons per day appearing in the Pennsylvania 
Bulletin notice, however, the DEIS estimates the “[e]ffluent discharged to tailings pond” at 
1,867 gallons per minute, or roughly 2.7 million gallons per day. Of that total, about 380 
gallons per minute would come from the beneficiation process, and the remainder from the 
coal-to-liquid fuel plant’s treatment system. (DEIS, pp. 2-12, 2-13) And contrary to its own 
later suggestion in Section 7.2 that the “[d]ischarge of treated effluent from the proposed 
facilities would also require an NPDES permit issued by [PADEP]” (DEIS, p. 7-5), Section 
2.1.6.2 of the DEIS (”Liquid Discharges”) states that wastewater from the proposed plant’s 
treatment facility would be “discharge[d] to a tailings pond [with] seepage back to the mine 
pool,” but that “[n]o wastewater would be discharged to surface waters.” (DEIS, p. 2-15) 

 
Response: 
The discrepancies in the draft EIS noted by the commenter have been resolved and are 

reflected in revisions to Sections 2.1.5.2, 2.1.6.2, 3.4, and 4.1.4. The value of 0.73 million 
gallons per day that appeared in the Pennsylvania Bulletin is the design capacity of a planned 
wastewater treatment unit, not the total volume of effluent to be discharged. 

 
Comment 51-5 
PennFuture suspects that the unlined “tailings pond” that will receive the discharges from 

the beneficiation plant and the coal-to-liquid fuel plant’s treatment system, shown on page 
2-3 of the DEIS, is the same tailings pond that currently receives the NPDES-permitted 
discharge of treated wastewater from the existing Gilberton Power Company power plant, as 
well as the discharge of wastewater from the existing culm beneficiation plant. (Draft EIS, p. 
3-16) Given that a NPDES permit is required to discharge treated wastewater from the 
existing power plant into the tailings impoundment, the same must be true for a discharge of 
treated wastewater from the proposed coal-to-liquid fuel plant (and also for a discharge of 
wastewater from a new or upgraded culm beneficiation plant). Pennsylvania’s NPDES 
regulations define “[s]urface waters” as including “ponds.” 25 Pa. Code § 92.1. The 
exclusion in that definition for “water at facilities approved for wastewater treatment such as 
waste water treatment impoundments” applies to engineered treatment structures meeting 
modern design and construction standards, like the “synthetic-lined retention pond” in the 
proposed coal-to-liquid fuel plant’s treatment system. The exclusion does not apply to 
unlined and leaking waste disposal impoundments like a tailings pond. 

For the reasons explained in the next section of these comments, any discharge of 
wastewater into a tailings pond would seem ill-conceived. If such a discharge occurs, 
however, it must be authorized by a NPDES permit. 
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Response: 
The unlined tailings pond to which WMPI proposes to discharge effluents is the same 

pond that currently receives the NPDES-permitted discharges from the Gilberton Power 
Company and the existing culm beneficiation plant. As indicated in Section 7.2, the proposed 
discharge is expected to require a new NPDES permit. The potential impacts of the discharge 
on water quality in the mine pool and Mahanoy Creek are discussed in Section 4.1.4.1. Also 
in Section 4.1.4.1, DOE has added an analysis of the potential impacts from direct discharge 
of the treated wastewater to Mahanoy Creek. 

 
Comment 51-6 
In many contexts, PennFuture encourages recharging the groundwater by infiltration of 

clean water through the soil mantle, whether by spray irrigation of treated wastewater, use of 
porous paving materials, or use of engineered and “non-structural” best management 
practices for increasing stormwater infiltration. In the context at hand, however, every effort 
should be made to keep water out of the toxic environment of the mine pool(s) that collect 
water infiltrating from the surface lands, and from which PADEP pumps an average of 2.5 
billion gallons per year of contaminated water into Mahanoy Creek at an iron stained site just 
above Gilberton. (DEIS, p. 3-15) Indeed, one basic purpose of the remining and abandoned 
mine land reclamation efforts in this area, including those associated with the proposed 
project, is to reduce drainage systems, establishing vegetation, and closing off mine openings 
and other conduits between the surface and the mine pool. Where both the groundwater 
repository (the mine pool) and the infiltration medium (mine spoil and perhaps tailings) are 
sources of contamination, infiltration of surface water should be avoided. 

The fact that the water discharged into the tailings pond is expected to “percolate” and 
“seep” into the underlying mine pool begs a question about the proposed project’s 
environmental impact that the DEIS improperly fails to answer: what is that water 
percolating through, and what are the impacts of that percolation? The DEIS speculates that 
the “[d]ischarge of treated effluent to the mine pool by seepage would be expected to 
improve mine pool water quality by reducing concentrations of acidity and dissolved 
metals,” which in turn would improve the quality of the water PADEP’s Bureau of 
Abandoned Mine Reclamation pumps from the mine pool into Mahanoy Creek a short 
distance from the tailings pond. (DEIS, p. 4-16) But the DEIS says that these “[w]ater quality 
improvements to the creek cannot be quantified due to uncertainty about chemical reactions 
occurring as water passes from the tailings pond to the mine pool and through the mine pool 
before discharge to the creek.” (Id.) In this regard, the DEIS acknowledges that the “[w]ater 
chemistry would be altered by mixing with mine pool water and by chemical reactions with 
soil and rock as the water passes from the tailings pond to the mine pool and through the 
mine pool,” and specifically mentions “reactions with pyrite and other minerals in the soil 
and rock.” (Id.) (emphasis added) It does not evaluate or even mention possible reactions 
with the tailings themselves and their constituents, nor does it evaluate the possibility that 
discharging clean water into the tailings pond might on balance degrade rather than improve 
the quality of the water in the mine pool. 

…the greater the net reduction of the mine pool, the better, both for the quality of the 
creek and for minimizing the consumption of energy associated with PADEP’s pumping 
operations. Obviously, reduction of the mine pool is maximized by putting the treated 
wastewater in the creek rather than returning it to the mine pool by infiltration (and having 
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PADEP pump some of it out again just a few hundred meters downgradient at the Gilberton 
shaft). 

The treated wastewater should either be recirculated at the proposed plant or discharged 
directly into the creek where can have its maximum dilution benefit without mobilizing 
pollutants from refuse, ash, or spoil materials. 

 
Response:   
Section 4.1.4.1 has been revised to include assessments of the potential impacts of 

(1) increased recycling of wastewaters within the facility and (2) discharging facility 
effluents directly to Mahanoy Creek, as suggested by the commenter.  

The solids that settle out in the tailings pond to which WMPI proposes to discharge 
effluents consist of silt, clay, coal fines, and other particulates from coal washing. These 
materials would have the same chemistry as the underlying soil and rock. The pond does not 
contain any coal combustion ash, nor does it receive effluents that contain such ash. If coal 
combustion ash is also present in the pond, it would not be expected to leach any constituents 
not also present in the coal from which it was derived, and its presence could have beneficial 
effects on water quality due to its alkalinity (see Hornberger et al. 2004, cited in Section 
4.1.4.1). 
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Brakus, Ed  (52) 
 
Comment 52-1 
All for it. 
 
Response: 
The comment has been noted. 
 
 

Campfield, Curt (53) 
 
Comment 53-1 
I believe we should stay on top of cutting edge technology like synthetic diesel for the 

good of all Americans. 
 
Response: 
The comment has been noted. 
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Hanley, J. (54) 
 
Comment 54-1 
Problem from water being pumped out of Gilberton and Mahanoy valley. 
 
Response:  
Potential impacts of water withdrawals for the proposed facilities are discussed in Section 

4.1.4. 
 
 

Harsner, Brandon (55) 
 
Comment 55-1 
Schuylkill County union workers need this job! 
 
Response: 
The comment has been noted. 
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Hill, Jr., Bill (56) 
 
Comment 56-1 
Stop fooling around build the plant we need good paying jobs in this region. 
 
Response: 
The comment has been noted. 
 
 

Leggo, Robert (57) 
 
Comment 57-1 
I feel this is an exciting time for our county. Helping us to become more energy 

independent. 
 
Response: 
The comment has been noted. 
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Mickatavage, Brad (58) 
 
Comment 58-1 
Area needs this project for economical development and for jobs. 
 
Response: 
The comment has been noted. 
 
 

Premich, Charles (59) 
 
Comment 59-1 
Pro – lets turn the unsightly culm banks into an asset. 
 
Response: 
The comment has been noted. 
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Stevens, Jason (60) 
 
Comment 60-1 
I’m for the project. We need jobs!! 
 
Response: 
The comment has been noted. 
 
 

Sweat, John P. (61) 
 
Comment 61-1 
Build it. 
 
Response: 
The comment has been noted. 
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Burke, Daniel J. (62) 
 
Comment 62-1 
Looking forward to future work in the area. 
 
Response: 
The comment has been noted. 
 
 

Chiao, Sharon (63) 
 
Comment 63-1 
I have read your draft impact statement – I still have concerns with odor, noise, and air 

pollution. The health impacts on this area are of the most concern. Also safety – school 
children and prisoners and prison staff. Property values will be of no value – the ordinary 
citizen should have the final word – not big business. 

 
Response: 
The comments have been noted. Revised discussion of impacts related to odor can be 

found in Section 4.1.2.2, Operation, Scoping Concerns. Revised discussion of impacts related 
noise can be found in Section 4.1.10. Revised discussion of impacts related to air quality can 
be found in Section 4.1.2. Also, Section 4.1.9.1, Public Health has been revised.  
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Confer, Traci (64) 
 
Comment 64-1 
I think you’ve been far too optimistic about the water usage. The impression that the 

Draft EIS gives is that water is no problem. However, I read the Susq. River Basin 
Commission report and it’s full of precautionary statements and makes it obvious that there’s 
insufficient documentation of inter-mine pool flow rates. Subsidence is not a trivial 
consequence and any activity that risks causing subsidence should be harshly limited. 

 
Response: 
The EIS has been revised to discuss the information and analysis contained in the 

Susquehanna River Basin Commission decision document (SRBC 2005) that authorizes 
withdrawal and consumptive use of mine-pool water for the proposed project. Section 4.1.4.1 
includes the revised assessment of potential water use impacts and Section 4.1.3.3 includes 
the revised assessment of the potential for land subsidence. 

 
 

Conrad, Ralph (65) 
 
Comment 65 
How does it benefit me? 
 
Response:  
EIS Section 4.1.7 addresses both the adverse and beneficial effects of the proposed 

project on social and economic resources in the area and the larger region. 
 
 
 

 



Final:  October 2007 

   
D-465 

 

 

67-1 

66-1 



WMPI EIS 

 
D-466 

Dougent, Joseph (66) 
 
Comment 66-1 
Good environmental jobs for the future of Schuylkill county for the well being. 
 
Response: 
The comment has been noted. 
 
 

Dower, Joseph (67) 
 
Comment 67-1 
No plant in Mahanoy Township. Do not need another plant to pollute the air. 
 
Response: 
The comment has been noted. 
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Dower, JoAnn (68) 
 
Comment 68-1 
Not happy with plant going on our mountain.  
 
Response: 
The comment has been noted. 
 
Comment 68-2 
Concerned with air we will breathe in and toxic smell. 
 
Response: 
Your concerns about the potential for odor and toxic emissions from the proposed 

Gilberton coal-to-clean fuels project have been noted. Air emission impacts are discussed in 
Section 4.1.2, and odor impacts are addressed in Section 4.1.2.2, under Scoping Concerns. 

 
 

Fishburn, Douglas (69) 
 
Comment 69-1 
I like to see it go? 
 
Response: 
The comment has been noted. 

 


